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Abstract
Thisstudyexaminedtherelationshipofdeafstudents'performanceonstandardized
entranceexamsandtheiracademicsuccessesatboththeNationalTechnicalInstitutefor
theDeafandatRochesterInstituteofTechnology.Forthepurposeofthisstudy,
academicsuccesswasdefinedascompletionofdegreeprogram.Theresultshowedthat
highereadinglevelsatentrytocollegewereassociatedwithsuccessfuldegree
completionattheAAS andBSdegreelevelsandstudentswhograduatedwiththese
degreeshadsignificantlyhighereadinglevelscomparedtostudentswhodidnot
completeadegree.Eightyfourpercentofthestudentswitha12thgradereadingrange
earnedaBSoraBFA degree.Seventypercentofthestudentswhoscoreda10thor11th
gradereadingrange arnedaBSoraBFA degree.Forty-twopercentofthestudentswith
a7.5gradereadingrangeorbelowearnedaBS oraBFA degree.
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Introduction
Standardizedtestingiscommonplaceintheatalllevelsofeducationi theU.S.A.
SomepopularexamplesaretheStanfordAchievementTest,theAmericanCollegeTest,
andtheScholasticAssessmentTest.However,thereisacontinuingcontroversy
regardingtheuseofstandardizedteststomeasurestudents'educationalchievementor
aptitude,speciallywithadiversestudentpopulation(Fowler,2001,LaSasso,1999,
Maller& Ferron1997-Popham-2001--and-Sacks1997) -How-canone-create-af ir" " ,.
standardizedtesthatallstudentscanbenefitfrom,andshowtheirtrueintellectual
abilitiesandaptitudes?
Teachersinclassroomstrytheirbestomakestudents'educationalexperience
richandrelevant.Theytrytoincludealldifferentkindsof informationfromeverycorner
oftheworld.Thisinvolvesalotofpreparation theteacher'spart.Askateacher
anytime,"Whatisyouridealclassroom?"Teacherswill respondwithgreatvigor,and
noneoftheirfantasiesincludestandardizedtests(Zurek,personalcommunication,2000).
Whydoesthishappen?"Teachersworrythatoprepareourstudentsforthetests,which
studentsmustpasstoearnOregon's10thgradeCertificateof InitialMastery,wewill have
toturnourclassroomsintovastwadingpoolsof informationforstudentsomemorize"
(Bigelow,1999).Teachersalsodonotknowwhatwill beonthesestandardizedtestso
theyconductaclassroomthatcouldqualifyfortheOlympicsinthememoryevent
(Bigelow).
Standardizedtestsarepedagogicallycontroversial.Therearemanyfactorsasto
whystandardizedtestsmaybedetrimentalforstudentswhoareminorities.Thesefactors
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includebutaren'tlimitedtodiscrimination,languagebarriers,and!orschoolcurricula.
SchoolcurriculainAmericavarygreatly.Will standardizedtestsupportwhatistaught
inourschools?Somearguethatstandardizedtestsaregoodtoolsforpredictingsuccess
forourstudents.HowdostandardizedtestsaffectdeafstudentsinAmerica?
LiteratureReview
In 1956,BenjaminBloomlededucationalpsychologistsindevelopingamodelof
cognitivethinking.Thelevelsareasfollows(inincreasingdifficulty):Knowledge,
Comprehension,Application,Analysis,SynthesisandEvaluation(Christopher,1998).
KnowledgeasdefinedbyBloomis"astartingpointthatincludesboththeacquisitionof
informationandtheabilitytorecallinformationwhenneeded."The3rdlevelofBloom's
taxonomyisApplication,andit isdefinedas"theabilitytousealearnedskillinanew
situation"(p.1). Whatismostimportantinassessingstudents'educationalbilitiesis
howthestudentsapplytheirknowledge.Standardizedtestingdoesnotassessthehigher
cognitiveabilitiesofthestudents.AccordingtoBigelow(1999),standardizedtest
questionsfocusonfactsbutdonotaddressthedeeper,multifacetedmeaningoffacts.
Sacks(1997)providedevidencethatraditionaltestsreinforcepassive,rotelearningof
factsandformulas,whichisthetotaloppositeofthecriticalthinkingskillsmany
educatorsandemployersnowbelieveschoolshouldbeencouraging.
Standardizedtestsdodiscriminate.Sacks(1997)callsthisphenomenonthe
"VolvoEffect."Hestatesthathedatashowapersoncanguessaboutachild's
standardizedtestscoresbylookingathis/herparents'highesteducationaldegree,kindof
- -
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vehicletheydrive,andthecoloroftheirskin.Theunconsciousdamageinflictedon
minoritystudentsmustbemonumental.Thegatekeeperstoopportunityandacademia
mayverywellpossiblylookatthestudentsandassumetheirscoresandputlesseffortin
guidingthemthroughlife.Thereforethestudentscontinuetofallfurtherbackandback
andwhenit istimeforthemtotakestandardizedtests,theywill notdowell.Whoisto
blame?Thefactthatstandardizedtestsexistprovideseducatorstheopportunityocontrol
thefateoftheirstudents.
Literatureonstandardizedtestsismorenegativethanpositive.Thepositive
aspectsof standardizedtestingaredifficultofind.It isamazingthatPresidentBushis
pushingformorestandardizedtestingacrosstatesregardlessofthenegativeliterature
(Fowler,2001).Thiswill affecthepopulationofdeafstudentsgreatlyforanumberof
reasons.First,it iswidelyknownthatdeafstudents'levelofreadingisconsistentlylower
thanthatoftheirhearingpeers(LaSasso,1999).Second,discriminationftenoccursto
--
deaf-people.-Gatekeepersmaysee-deafnessasa-handicap-both-educationallyand
physicallyandusethatasareasonfordeafandhardofhearing(HOH)peoplefornot
puttingintheirbestefforts,thusviewingaslazyandnotworthyofaneducation.Onthe
otherhand,gatekeepersmaynotbeawareoftheissueswithdeafnessandstandardized
testingandmakeadecisionthatforeverwill impactdeaf/HOHpeoples'livesespecially
if it isadecisionregardingtocollegeadmission.Thiswouldcompoundthemissed
educationalopportunitiesthatnormallyhappentoadeafstudent.Third,countingonthe
standardizedtestsastheonlyreliableassessmenttoolfordeafstudentsi notpossible.
Therearetoomanyextraneousfactorsthatinfluencedeafstudents'performanceon
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standardizedtests.Today'sassessmentofstudentsingeneralisstillatitsearlieststageof
evolutionandthatcontinuingdevelopmenteedstooccurappropriately.
Standardizedtestingisadangertomulticulturalism.Thesetestsdonotinclude
historiesandexperiencesofpeoplethatarenotCaucasian(Bigelow,1999).The
standardizedtestsareCaucasiani natureandwill nothelpminoritystudents
demonstratetheireducationalpotential.Forexample,Englishidiomsarenothighly
valuedorusedinthedeafcommunity.Standardizedtestsincludephrasesthatdeafpeople
normallydonotuseintheirconversations.Will glaringdifferencesincultures
appropriatelyassessadeafperson'seducationalchievement?
Discrimination
AfricanAmericans,thedisabled,NativeAmericans,Hispanicandmanyother
groupsofpeoplethataren'twhiteareconsideredminorities.Deafpeoplequalifyasa
minoritygroupunderdisabilitiesif oneis lookingfromapathologicalpointofview.
DeafpeoplealsoqualifyasaminoritybecausemanyuseAmericanSignLanguageas
theirlanguageofchoice,whenEnglishisthelanguagethathemajorityuse.Thisis
lookingatthemfromaculturalpointofview.Fromeitherperspective,deafpeoplefall
undertheminoritycategory.
FlemingandGarcia(1998)addressedwhetherornotstandardizedtestsarefairto
AfricanAmericans.SAT scoreswerecollectedfromAfricanAmericansandCaucasian
studentsfrompredominatelyblackandwhiteuniversitiesrespectively.Theresultshow
thathemeanofSAT scoresofwhitestudentswerehigherthanthoseofblackstudentsin
whiteschools,andtheseweresignificantlyhigherthanthoseofblackstudentsinblack
schools.Thissuggestshepossibilitythatheblackschools'curriculum ayhavemore
-- ---- - -
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emphasisontheirethnicity.Factorsincludingsocioeconomicstatus,levelofparental
support,budgetissuesatschools,andqualityofteachersmayaffectstudents'academic
progress.Thesefactorsmaynotbereflectedonstandardizedtests.Blackstudentsin
whiteschoolsdobetteronSATsthanblackstudentsfromblackschools.Thissuggests
thatwhiteschools'curriculumismorelikelytomatchthestandardizedtests'itemsthan
thecurriculumfromtheblackschools.Thismightsuggesttosomethatdeafstudentsin
mainstreamschoolsmaydobetterthanthosewhogotoaresidentialschoolforthedeaf.
However,studieshowthatdeafstudentswhousesignlanguagehavebetterlanguage
developmentthanthosewhodonotsign."Thatis,childrenwhousedsigningwere
clearlysuperiorin languagedevelopmenttothosewhohadnot"(Helleretal.1998).
A studyconductedbyLuetke-Stahlman,Griffiths,andMontgomery(1999),found
that80%ofalldeaf/HOHstudentsarenowmainstreamedinpublicschoolswhere
knowledgeofEnglishvocabularyis ingreaterdemandwithnewertextbooksthaninthe
oldertextbooks.Theyreporthatparentsand/orteacherswhoreadtotheirchildrenoften
seeamarkedincreaseinEnglishacquisitionandexpressiveskills,andthesamething
occurstodeafandHOHchildren.Howevertheincreaseisnotashighasit iswith
hearingchildren.
Luetke-Stahlman,Griffiths,andMontgomery(1999)conductedacasestudyof
onedeafgirlwhowasapproximately7 earsoldwhohadnotbeenexposedtoreading
priortoage4.Shewasadopted,uneducated,andwithoutspeechandlanguagewhenshe
cametotheUnitedStatesatage4.Thesubjectwasprofoundlydeaf.Herfirstthree
monthsofhalf-daypublicschoolprogramusedprimarilySigningExactEnglish(SEE2)
andthenaresidentialprogramthatusedPidginSignedEnglish(PSE).Thefollowingfall,
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thesubjectattendedafull-daypublicschoolprogramandthemodeof communicationat
thatschoolandathomewasSEE2. At secondgradeherEnglishreadingandlanguage
abilitiesweren'tremarkablydifferentthanofherdeaf/HOHpeers.Thesubjectshoweda
two-yearexpressivedelayandaone-yearreceptiveEnglishdelaywhengivenformal
tests uchastheClinicalEvaluationofLanguageFundamentals(CELF),Assessing
SemanticSkillsThroughEverydayThemes(ASS:E;T),andtheTestofLanguage
Development(TOLD).
Theresearchersu edanABAB singlesubjectdesignsequence.Thesubjectwasto
readseveralstoriesafterbeingexposedtoreadingbyparentsandteachersandseeif her
commandofEnglishimproved.ThebaselinewastoshowhercurrentgraspofEnglish,
andafterthefirstintervention;someaspectsofgrammarandrulesofEnglishdid
improve.Duringtheunmediatedbaseline,resultshowedthathesubjecthadcontinued
tobecorrectasshownafterherfirstinterventionphasehowever,nothingwasimproved.
Duringthesecondinterventionphase,thesubjectimprovedfrom64%fromthefirst
interventionto82%.Duringthefirstbaselinethesubjectoftenleftouttheverbtobe.
Duringinterventionphasetwo,sheusedtheverbtobecorrectly72%ofthetime(Luetke-
Stahlman,Griffiths& Montgomery,1999).Beforedatacollection,theresearchersstated
thathesubject'sdistrictbasedreadingassessmenti dicatedthatshehadimprovedfrom
"needingfurtherdevelopment"tobeinga"progressingreader"to"beingastrong
narrativereader"bytheendofdatacollection.In otherwords,readingtodeafandhardof
hearingchildrenconsistentlydoeshelptheirEnglishliteracyinbothacquisitionand
expression.Thisrelatestothequestionofaccessibilityostandardizedtestsespecially
whenit isn'tthedeaf/HOHchild'sfaultif teachersintheirclassroomsdonothave
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readingactivities,and/orthatheirparentsdonotreadtothemathome.Theuseof
standardizedtestsdiscriminateagainstthesechildrenbecauseof lackofopportunityfor
readingexposureathomeand/orschoolasitdoesnotshowtheirpotential.Scoresonly
showwhetherornottheyareliteratenotwhytheyareliterateornot.
Gronna,Jenkins,andChin-Chance(1998)didaquantitativestudyonthe
performanceof studentswithdisabilitiesinanorm-referenced,statewidestandardized
testingprogram.Theystatethatcertainstudentswereeitherexemptedfromtestingor
giventestingaccommodations( oexplanationwasprovidedastowhatismeantby
accommodations),forthosewithdisabilities,limitedEnglishproficiency,andhome
schooledstudents.ThepurposeofthisstudywastoanalyzetheresultsofStanford8tests
scoresofHawaiianstudentswithdisabilities,tocomparescoreswiththelargerStanford
8normativepopulation.Theresultshowedthatstudentswithdisabilitiesdidnot
performaswellasthenationalnormativegroup.However,foreachyeartheStanford8
testsweregiven,bothgroups(normativeandstudentswithdisabilities)didbetterevery
time.Thisshowsthathereisprogresswithspecialeducationservices,despitethe
negativelightthatspecialeducationservicesreceivefromthepublic.Inotherwords,
studentswithdisabilitiesdoscorelowerthantheirpeerswithoutdisabilities.Deafnessi
generallyconsideredadisability.However,thisstudydidnotspecifyhowdeafchildren
fared.Therefore,furtheresearchisnecessary.
In researchconductedbyBryantandZurcher(2001),theyfocusedonthevalidity
andcomparabilityofentranceexaminationscoresafteraccommodationsaremadefor
studentswithlearningdisabilities.Theirresultshowedthatscoresfromtestswith
accommodationsforstudentswithlearningdisabilitiesaren'tassociatedwithgradepoint
- - - --
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average(GPA)andisn'tagoodpredictoroftheireducationalsuccesses(Bryant&
Zurcher,2001).SimilarfindingsarerepeatedbyothersuchasBraun,Ragosta,and
Kaplan(1986a),(1986b),LaingandFarmer(1984),andZiomekandAndrews,(1996)(as
citedinBryant& Zurcher,2001).
Theliteratureinthissubjectarea(Fleming& Garcia,1998,Bryant& Zurcher,
2001,Gronnaetal.1998,Luetke-Stahlmanetal.1999andEvans,1998)consistently
showsthatminoritygroupsdonotdoaswellonstandardizedtestingasthemajority.
However,theydonotdemonstratethatit ispositivelydiscriminationagainstthem
throughtestingbiaswhichcausedthelowerscores,justthathescoreswerelower.
Nonetheless,FlemingandGarcia's(1998)worksuggestsusthathe"white"curriculum
wasmoreofafitwithstandardizedtestingthanthe"black"curriculum.Also,theworkof
Evans(1998)andLuetke-Stahlmanetal.demonstratethatcommunicationthatis lacking
inqualityandfullnessfordeafstudentsmayleadtolowerdemonstrationfknowledge
(fortests)andlessgeneralknowledgethanactualability.Thereforetestingmayinfact
predict"success"inacademics,butnot"ability"if educatedproperly.Therefore,while
testsmaymeasureastudent'sacademicsuccesswell,theyarenotareflectionofability.
Finally,thestudiesof Gronnaetal.(1998)andBryantandZurcher(2001)indicatethat
standardizedtesting,evenwithaccommodations,maynotimproveastudent's
performanceormaynotcorrectlypredictGPA (academicsuccess)atall.Sothesestudies
togetherindicatethatheuseofstandardizedtestingforminoritiesmaydiscriminate
againstthembynottestingwhattheyknowmaynotaccuratelypredictacademicsuccess,
andmaycauseteacherstounderestimates udents'ability.
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LanguageIssues
ThosewhodonotuseEnglishasafirstlanguageareoftencalledalanguage
minority.Thisappliestodeafandforeignstudents.Stoynoff(1997)studiedfactors
associatedwithinternationalstudents'academicachievementandfoundthatapositive
relationshipexistsbetweenlanguageproficiencyandacademicachievement.That
positiverelationships,however,modest.Standardizedtestsassumethatalltest-takers
areproficientinEnglish.Thisassumptionisdangerousfordeafstudents.Theyaren't
necessarilyproficientinEnglish.Stoynoff(1997)suggestshatstudentswhohavethe
motivationandtheabilitytokeepabreastoftheirassignmentsandtest-takingskillsseem
toearnbettergrades.
KellyandMousley(2001)wroteanarticleaboutastudytheyconductedwithdeaf
studentsandsolvingwordproblems.Theyhaddeafandhearingstudentssolve
mathematicalproblemsinnumeric,graphicandwordproblemformats.Someofthese
problemsincludewordproblems.Theyfoundthatdeafstudentshavealowerprobability
thanhearingstudentsofansweringwordproblemscorrectly.Deafandhearingstudents
arecomparableinsolvingtheotherproblemsthatdidnotincludewords.Kellyand
Mousleyfeelthathesignificantdifferencewithansweringwordproblemsoccurredonly
partlybecauseofdeafstudents'difficultywithreadingandunderstandingthelanguage.
Othercontributingfactorsincludedcomputationerrors(ratherthanproceduralerrors),
leavingwordproblemsblank,andanegativedisengagedapproachtothewordproblem
solvingtasks.Thisscenariocanalsohappentodeafstudentswhenfacedwithword
problemsprovidedbystandardizedtests.
StandardizedTestingandDeafness12
AnotherstudyconductedbyMallerandFerron(1997)focusedonintellectual
testing(WISC-III factorinvariance)acrossdeafandstandardizationnorms.Theresults
showedthathescoresfromdeafsubjectshadgreatervariabilitythanthescoresfrom
hearingsubjects.Theyconcludethatetiologiesofdeafnessmaybeafactorforchildren
withundiagnosedcognitiveimpairments.Theyalsoraisedthepossibilityofdeafchildren
andtheirunderstandingofEnglishlanguagemaybeanotherfactor.Finally,they
concludedthathereweremanyextraneousfactorsthatmayhaveaffectedthedeaf
children'scoresontheWISC-III. Inotherwords,potentialundiagnosedcognitive
impairmentscanbeanotherfactortowhystandardizedtests coresfromdeaf/HOHshall
beviewedcritically.
Languageisabarrierformanydeaf/HOHpeople.Standardizedtestingfailsto
removethatbarrierbyassumingthatalldeaf/HOHpeoplecanread,understandand
expressthemselvesfluentlyinEnglish.Researchdiscussedabovehasshownthat
deaf/HOHpeoplestrugglewithEnglishindifferentareas.It isalmostlikeaskinga
Spanish-speakingpersontoread,understandandexpressthemselvesfluentlyinEnglish
withoutanyconcernsaboutheperson'sfluency.
CollegeSuccesses
Schroedel,John,andGeyer(2001)examinedlong-termcareerattainmentsofdeaf
andhardofhearingcollegegraduates.Theyreportapositivefindingthatamajorityof
alumniparticipantsweresuccessfulintheircareers,makingsustainedprogressintheir
careerattainments,andweresatisfiedwiththeirqualityof life.Thissuggestshatpost-
secondaryeducationshouldbeemphasizedfordeafstudents.Standardizedtestingisa
gatekeeperforthemtobeacceptedtocolleges,andthisstudyshouldbeseriously
- - -
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consideredforthosewhosescoresareborderline,speciallyforpeoplewhoareinvolved
inadmissionprocessesforthosewhoaredeaf/HOH.Standardizedscoresfromdeaf/HOH
shouldalwaysbeviewedwithacriticaleye,andtoneedtobecomplementedwithother
meansofassessmentto-truly.understand-thebig.picture.
Peterson(2000)studiedhearingunderachieversandhighachieversfouryears
afterhighschoolgraduation.Underachieverswerethosewhohavehighgradepoint
averages(GPA) inhighschoolbutwerenotinvolvedinanythingelse(sports,clubs,
organizationsandsoon).HighachieversmaintainedahighGPA andwereinvolvedin
someextracurricularactivities.Peterson(2000)reportedthathelevelofacademic
achievementduringhighschoolispositivelyrelatedtoyears pentincollegeand
involvementincampusactivities-"47%remainedhighachieversincollege(>3.75
GPA),44%becamemoderateachievers(3.35-3.74GPA),and9%becamemoderate
underachievers(2.75GPA). Amongallwhohadbeenhighachieversduringhighschool,
21%experiencedpisodicunderachievement«2.75GPA) duringtheircollegeyearsand
20%endedupasunderachievers"(Peterson,2000).Thissuggestshatstudentsaren't
necessarilyunderachieversaccordingtostereotypesattachedtothemespeciallyif they
havelowtestscores.Thesestudentsarehighlyintelligent,althoughtheydonotdisplayit
inawaythatsocietyexpects.Inotherwords,thismeansthatdeaf/HOHstudentsmayor
maynotbehighachieversinhighschool,andmayhavedonepoorlyonstandardized
tests,andmaystillendupashighachieversincollege.Deaf/HOHstudentshatwere
highachieversinhighschool,andhadgoodscoresfromtheirstandardizedtestsmayend
upasunderachieversincollege.Therefore,testingdoesnotpredictfullytheircollege
achievement.
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Gatekeepersforadmissionsneedtobeawareoftheissuesrelatedtodeafness
beforemakinganyadmissiondecisionsbasedsolelyonstandardizedtests.Researchas
shownthatpost-secondaryeducationis indeedbeneficialtodeaf/hardofhearingstudents.
Gatekeeperswhoarenotawareoftheissuesofstandardizedtestsanddeafnessmayend
uphinderingdeaf/HOHstudents'possiblefuturesuccessbynotpermittingthemtobe
acceptedtocolleges.
Method
Purposeof Study
Thepurposeofthestudywastoexploretherelationshipbetweenentranceexams
andstudents'academicsuccesses.Successforthispaperisdefinedbystudents'
completionofaprogramofstudyandtheircumulativegradepointaverages.Admission
decisionsfallontheshouldersofadmissioncounselors,faculty/staff/program
chairpersons,supportdepartments,counselorsandacademicadvisorsofNTID andRIT.
Thepresentstudyaddressedthefollowingtwoquestions:
1. WhatistherelationshipbetweentheCalifornia,andMichigantestswitheach
awardedegrees(AssociateofAppliedScience(AAS),Associatesof
OccupationalScience(ADS),BaccalaureateofScience(BS),Baccalaureateof
FineArts(BFA),Certificate(CT)andDiploma(DP))?
2. Whatistherelationshipbetweenstandardizedtestscoresuchasthe
CaliforniaAchievementTest(ReadingComprehension,JuniorHighLevel,
FormZ)andMichiganTestofLanguageProficiencyandcumulativeGPA?
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Subjects/Participants
A totalof905deaf/HOHstudentsatNTID orRIT enrolledinprogramsfrom
1990to1998wereincludedinthisstudy.Of thesestudents,510(56%)completeda
degree.Informationrequestedfromthedatabaseincludedallentranceexamscoresfrom
theCaliforniandMichigantests,degreeofhearingloss,hearingstatusofstudents'
parents,cumulativegradepointaverageandtypeofdegreeprogram(AOS,AAS,BFA,
BS,CT,andDP).Notethatnotallstudentshadcompleteinformationi everycategory.
Therefore,theactualstudentnumbersvaryperanalysisdependingonthevariablebeing
examined.Withregardtoparents'hearingstatus,atotalof881studentshadparental
information.Ofthese881students,93%hadtwohearingparents,2%hadonedeaf
parent,and6%hadtwodeafparents.Foreachdegreeprogram,Table1showsthe
numberofstudentsandtypeofhearinglossforeachear(PTAR=rightear,PTAL=left
ear).Therewasnostatisticallysignificantdifferenceinhearinglossbetweenanyofthe
degreecategoriesforeithertherightear,F(6,792)=.12,p=.99,ortheleftear,F (6,791)
=.17,p= .98.
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Table1
Numberof studentsandtheirhearinglossinbothearsperdegreecategory.
Procedures
DataobtainedfromtheNTID masterstudentfilesandfindingsapplyonlytothe
NTID/RIT populationsampled.Thefindingscannotbegeneralizedtootheruniversity
settings.Thestatisticaltestsusedintheanalysesincludedanalysisofvariance
(ANOVA), Fisher'sProtectedLeastSignificantDifference(PLSD)forposthocpair-wise
comparisons,Chi-SquareandPearsonr. An alphalevelof .05wasusedforallstatistical
tests.
Results
Theanalysesexaminedthestudents'meanscoresonstandardizedtestsandtype
ofdegreetheywereawarded,followedbycorrelationanalysesofcumulativeGPA and
testscores.
Typeof N dBfor dBfor
Degree PTAR PTAL
AAS 95 99 99.1
(17.1) (16.2)
AOS 22 105.8 103
(14.5) (12.1)
BFA 79 99.1 98.5
(15.3) (16.6)
BS 253 101 101.3
(59.6) (59.6)
CT 10 93 91.1
(17.1) (18.4)
DP 8 95 93.3
(17.5) (18.4)
No Degree 332 100 98.7
(52.6) (53.3)
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CaliforniaReadingTest
Table2showsthegroupmeansforreadingradelevelofthestudentsandthe
CaliforniaReadingTestforeachdegreelevel,aswellasforthosestudentswholeftthe
Institutewithoutadegree.An overallANOVA testshowedthatherewasasignificant
differenceamongdegreelevelsforthegroupmeansontheCaliforniaReadingTest,F (6,
611)=3.81,p=.001.
Table2
Meanreadingradelevelpertypeofdegreearned.
Subsequentpost-hocanalysesusingFishersPLSDtoexaminepair-wise
comparisonsbetweenthemeanshowedthefollowingdifferences:AAS degreestudents
(M=9.6)hadasignificantlyhighereadinglevelthanthestudentswhodidnotearna
degree(M=8.7),FishersPLSDcriticalvalue=.72,p=.0089.BSdegreestudents(M=
9.9)alsohadasignificantlyhighereadinglevelthanthestudentswhodidnotearna
degree(M=8.7),FishersPLSDcriticalvalue=.54,p =<.0001. BFA degreestudents
TypeofDegree N MeanReadingGradeLevel
AAS 78 9.6
(1.9)
AOS 19 8.8
(1.5)
BFA 53 9.0
(2.3)
BS 178 9.9
(2.5)
CT 7 8.8
(3.2)
DP 7 9.5
(1.1)
No Degree 276 8.7
(3.4)
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(M=9.0)hadasignificantlylowerreadinglevelthantheBS-<iegreestudents(M.=.9.9),
FishersPLSDcriticalvalue=.88,p=.0429.
Interestingly,nosignificantdifferencesoccurredwhencomparingBFA students
(M=9.0)andthestudentsinthenodegreecategory(M=8.7).Thismaysuggestthat
higherlevelreadingskillsarenotnecessaryforsuccessinartsprograms.Also,no
significantdifferencesoccurredwhencomparingBS (M=9.9)andAAS degree(M=
9.6)programsandtheCaliforniaReadingTestscores.Thissuggestshatreadinglevels
aresimilarlyimportantforBSandAAS degreeprograms.Studentsinbothprogramsare
requiredtocompleteWritingandLiteratureI, II andotherliberalartscorecoursesfor
degreecompletion.ThisalsosuggestshatstudentswithAAS degreeshave
approximatelythesamereadingabilityasstudentswithBS degrees.
Table3showsthetypeofdegreesearnedperthestudents'readingradelevel
range.A Chi-squarestatisticaltest,X2 =82.9,df=25,p=.0001,showedasignificant
associationbetweenreadinglevelsandtypeofdegreearned.Thisindicatesadifferential
patternofdegreesearnedbetweenthevariousreadingradelevelranges.Notethat
approximately70%ofthestudentsinthe10thand11thgradereadingrangesearnedaBS
orBFA degree.Forthe12thgradelevelreaders,84%earnedaBS orBFA degree.While
theevidencesuggestshatreadingabilityisassociatedwithtypeofdegree,itdoesnot
meanthatlowerreadingscoreswill absolutelypreventonefromearningaBSdegreeas
14%ofstudentsinthe<7.5readingrangearnedaBS degree.However,thelikelihood
ofsuccessfuldegreecompletionattheBS levelisclearlyreduced.Thesefindingsuggest
thatstudentswithbettereadingabilitiesmaychooseitheranAAS oraBS degreeas
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bothdegreeprogramsrequiresuccessfulcompletionofWritingandLiteratureI, II and
otherliberalartscorecoursesfordegreecompletion.
Table3
Percentageof studentswhoearnedadegreeperrangeofreadingradelevelscores.
MichiganLanguageProficiencyTest
Table4 showsthegroupmeansofthestudentsandtheMichiganLanguage
ProficiencyTestforeachdegreelevel,aswellasforthosestudentswholefttheInstitute
withoutadegreeofanykind.An overallANOVA testshowedthatherewasasignificant
differenceamongdegreelevelsforthegroupmeansontheMichigantest,F (6,529)=
9.16,p=.0001.
Rangeof N AAS AOS BFA BS CT DP
Reading
Scores
<7.5 4 7% 36% 28% 14% 7% 7%
7.5-8.9 43 30% 12% 30% 26% 0% 2%
9.0-9.9 78 36% 6% 19% 36% 1% 1%
10.0- 107 19% 3% 8% 64% 3% 3%
10.9
11.0- 56 18% 1% 1% 69% 1% 0%
11.9
12.0- 25 16% 0% 8% 76% 0% 0%
12.9
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Table4
Meanscoreof studentsontheMichiganTestofLanguageProficiencypertypeofdegree
earned.
Subsequentpost-hocanalysesusingFishersPLSDtoexaminepair-wise
comparisonsbetweenthemeanshowedthefollowingdifferences:AAS students(M=
77)hadasignificantlowerlanguageskilllevelthanthestudentswhodidnotearna
degree(M=81),FishersPLSDcriticalvalue=2.7,p=.0023.BSstudents(M=84)hada
significantlyhighereadinglevelthanthestudentswhodidnotearnadegree(M=81),
FishersPLSDcriticalvalue=2.1,p=.0424.BFA students(M=76)hadasignificantly
loweraveragescorethantheBSstudents(M=84),FishersPLSDcriticalvalue=3.3,p=
<.0001whichfurthersuggestsnotashighof languageskillsareneededtobesuccessful
inaBFA program.
Table5showsthepercentageof studentsearningatypeofdegreepertheirrange
of scoresontheMichiganLanguageProficiencyTestandtypeofdegree.A Chi-square
statisticaltest,X2=77.21,df=15,p=.0001,showsasignificantassociationi degree
TypeofDegree N MeanscoreonMichiganTest
AAS 75 77
(9.7)
AOS 18 71
(9.7)
BFA 50 76
(11.0)
BS 165 84
(8.9)
CT 6 76
(lOA)
DP 7 71
(9.7)
No Degree 215 81
(11.3)
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patternsbetweenreadinglevelsandpercentofstudentswhoearnedaBS degreeaswell
asAAS degree.Whilethesefindingsuggestthatlanguageskillsrelatewithtypeof
degree,itdoesnotmeanthatlowerscoreswill preventonefromearningaBS degreeas
25%ofstudentsearnedaBSdegreewith scoreslowerthan69ontheMichiganTest.
ThisfurthersuggestshenotionthatstudentswithbetterscoreschooseitheranAAS or
aBS/BFA degreeasthesedegreeprogramsrequiresuccessfulcompletionofWritingand
LiteratureI, II andotherliberalartscorecoursesfordegreecompletion.However,note
that71%and75%ofthestudentswithscoresbetween80-89and90-99respectively
completeaBSdegreeprogramasopposedtoonly12%and19%inBFAlAAS degree
programs.
Table5
PercentageofstudentswhoearnedadegreeperrangeofMichiganscores
CumulativeGPA anddegreeprograms
Groupmeansforcumulativegradepointaverageperdegreeprogramsi shown
onTable6.An overallANOVA testshowedasignificantdifferenceamongdegreelevels
forthegroupmeansoncumulativegradepointaverage(GPA),F (6,820)=30.03,p=
.0001.Subsequentpost-hocanalysesusingFishersPLSDtoexaminepair-wise
comparisonsbetweenthemeanshowedthatstudentsinallthecompleteddegreegroups
Rangeof N AAS AOS BFA BS CT DP
Michigan
Scores
<69 52 25% 13% 27% 25% 3% 6%
70-79 95 41% 8% 30% 30% 1% 3%
80-89 115 12% 2% 12% 71% 3% 0.1%
90-99 59 15% 0% 1% 75% 0% 0%
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hadsignificantlyhighermeancumulativeGPAscomparedtothestudentswhodidnot
earnadegree.
1.)AAS students,Fisher'sPLSDcriticalvalue=.143,p=<.0001
2.) AOS students,Fisher'sPLSDcriticalvalue=.270,p=.0009
3.) BSstudents,Fisher'sPLSDcriticalvalue=.102,p=<.0001
4.) BFA students,Fisher'sPLSDcriticalvalue=.15l,p=<.0001
5.)CT students,Fisher'sPLSDcriticalvalue=.383,p=.0097
6.)DP students,Fisher'sPLSDcriticalvalue=.447,p=.0008
Inotherwords,allstudentswhocompletedsometypeofdegreeprogramshave
significantlyhighercumulativeGPAsthanthosewholeftwithoutadegree.Interestingly
enough,thosewhoareenrolledinadiplomaprogramhadthehighestmeancumulative
GPA (3.1)thananyotherdegreeprogramwhichneedstobeaddressedinafurtherstudy
(Table6).
Table6
Meancumulativegradepointaverageperdegreeprogram
Degreeprogram N Mean
AAS 100 2.9
(.6)
AOS 23 2.8
(.7)
BFA 87 2.9
(.4)
BS 275 3.0
(.4)
CT 11 2.8
(.4)
DP 8 3.1
(.4)
No Degree 323 2.3
(.8)
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EntryscoresfromCalifornia ndMichigantestsdonotpredictcumulativeGPA.
However,differentialentryscoresareassociatedwiththetypeofdegreecompletion.
Gatekeepersmustkeepseveralquestionsinmindwhendecidingtoadmitastudentto
college:Will he/shestayatthesamecollegeandgraduate?Will he/shenotdowelland
endupleavingcollege?Decisionsonemakewill impactoneachstudent'sfuture.
Discussion
Eventhoughtheuseofstandardizedtestsforassessingminorityandparticularly
deafstudents'achievementis inquestion,therearemanyreasonsforusingstandardized
tests.Popham(2001)discussedtheusesthatstandardizedtestsprovideforparentsand
teachers.Standardizedtestscanbeusedtoassessastudent'sachievement.Forexample,
lowreadingscoresandhighmathscoreswilltellteachersthestudent'sweaknessin
readingandstrengthsinmathematics.Thiswill enableducatorstostrengthenthis
student'spotentialinmath,andtodevelopideasonhowtoimprovereading.Parentscan
usethestandardizedtestscorestocomparetheirchildagainsttheperformanceofa
nationalcomparisongroup.Forexample,amotherwill seethatherdaughterratedinthe
78thpercentileinthereadingroup,andinthe50thpercentileinthemathgroup.The
mothercanthenusethatinformationtohelpherdaughterwithheracademicstrengths
andweaknessesorgetadditionaltutoringif needed.
Studentsselectedforspecialprogramsareassessedbytheuseof standardized
tests.Popham(2001)emphasizedthatprogramscanbeeitheranenrichmentactivityfor
giftedchildrenoraremedialactivityforlow-performingchildren.Someofthese
programsarelimitedtoacertainumberofstudents.Thistypeofassessmentisusefulfor
selectingstudentsfromalargeapplicantpool.Thismethodisalsousefulfordistrict
-- --- --- - --
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educationalpolicymakerswhentheyaretryingtodecidemoniesforadditionalstaff
developmentalsupport,afterschooltutorialsessionsandsoon.
Therefore,standardizedtestingcanbeusedasatoolforassessment,however,it
shouldnotbeusedalonetomakeanysortofdecisions.Standardizedtestscanbeused
alongwithportfolios.Portfoliosmaybettershowdeafstudents'trueabilityand
achievementi school.Forexample,theRIT's BFA degreeprogramsrequireart
portfoliosinorderforstudentsobeconsideredforentryintotheirprogram.Thiscan
workwellfordeafstudentsasboththeirweaknessesandstrengthswill beincludedinthe
overallpictureoftheiraptitudeandachievement.Forexample,deafpeopletypicallyhave
difficultywithEnglishinthereadingandwrittenforms.A portfoliowill showthedeaf
person'sbesteffortsandthatwouldbeabetterindicatorofwhatlevelthatpersonmaybe.
in,ratherthanusingstandardizedtests.Thetestswill limitthewidecontinuumofwork
thatdeafstudentscanshow.
Walter(1998)conductedastudywithAmericanCollegeTest,Inc.todetermine
whetherornottheACT scoresaremorereliablethanSATsscoresforthedeafandHOH
studentsenteringNationalTechnicalInstitutefortheDeaf.Thestudysuggestshathe
ACT assessesthedeafandHOHstudentsinamoreconsistentwaythantheSATs.This
studyindicatesthatheACT maybeusedasatoolforassessmentofdeafandHOH
studentsapplyingtoNTID.
Thereisaneedformoreresearchonhowstandardizedtestingcanbeusedasa
toolforassessment.Popham(2001)isright;weneedtostartseeingtheothersideof
standardizedtestsandfindtheirbestuses.Theimpactonalternativeassessmenttoolsand
deafnessneedstobeexplored.
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Standardizedtestinghasshownnottobeequallyfairforeveryone.Researchas
shownthatfactorsuchastestdiscriminationcaninfluenceonhowwell(orbad)the
studentsperform.Issuesof languageacquisitionarealsoafactorthathaspotentialto
skewthepicturestandardizedtestscorespaint.Postgraduationstudieshaveshownthat
standardizedtestingisnotagoodindicatorofastudent'spotentialsuccessorfailureafter
highschool.
Parentsandteacherscanusestandardizedtestscoresasatoolinorderto
understandtheprogresstheirchildismakingineducation.It canalsobeproductivein
understandingwherethechildis innormativeissuesuchasfindingoutif thechildisup
toparwiththerestofthecounty,town,state,andcountrywithsensitivitytoother
influencingissues(cultural,accommodations,andsoon).Emphasisonunderstanding
theindividualasawholeismuchmoreimportantthanlookingatstandardizedtests
alone.
Implicationsforpracticeandfutureresearch
Thereareahighnumberofdeafstudentshatleaveschoolforvariousreasons.
Furtheresearchisneededtoexploreissuesthatstudentshavethatresultedinthemnot
completingadegree.Morestudyisneededtoexploredemographicsofthesestudents
usedinthisstudyandtocomparethesedemographicswithsuccessincollege.For
example,studiesofgender,ethnicity,degreeofhearingloss,onsetofdeafness,typeof
primaryandsecondaryschools,preferredcommunicationmodesandsoonshouldbe
comparedwithdegreesearnedincollege,entrancecollegetestscores,andcumulative
GPAs.Resultsofthesestudiesmayrevealpotentialissuesthatisbeingoverlookedby
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gatekeeperssuchasdiscrimination,disability,communicationissues,qualityof
education,andsoonthatmaybepreventingonefromrightfulentrytocollege(ornot).
Whilethisstudydidshowasignificantassociationbetweenreadingandlanguage
levelsrelativetodegreecompletion,itdidnotshowapredictiverelationshipbetween
entrancecollegescoresanddeafstudents'GPAs incollege.Gatekeepersshould
carefullytakethesefindingsintoconsideration.Considerationfeachstudent'spotential
shouldinvolveabroadrangeofassessmentwhichcaninclude ntrancescores,
interviews,portfolios,resumes,andessays.Themoreinformationgatekeepersgetfroma
studentisbetterasthestudentisshowingawiderangeofskills(orlackthereof)that
he/sheisabletoshowusingdifferentmediums.Manydeafstudentsarelimitedtotaking
teststhatoftenfailtoshowtheirbestskills.
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